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1 Introduction
• A so far incomplete conjecture:
– An early conjecture: clausal complementation in English is introduced by a nominal
shell (Chomsky 1955/1985; Rosenbaum 1967).
– The upshot: a functional D-layer may embed a clausal complement. This D may
translate to either a polarity item or a definite element (e.g., Kiparsky and Kiparsky
1971; Adger and Quer 2001; Alrenga 2005; Arsenijevic´ 2009; Kayne 2010; Roussou 2010;
Takahashi 2010; Knyazev 2016).
– The incompleteness of the conjecture: what about indefinites?
• Claim: D may also be indefinite.
• Motivation: certain occurrences of interrogative wh-clauses that appear to be selected by
propositional attitude verbs, like think, are in fact embedded under an indefinite D-layer.
• Roadmap:
– §2 Delimiting Unselected Embedded wh-Questions
– §3 Embedding Unselected wh-Questions
– §4 Conclusions
2 Delimiting Unselected Embedded wh-Questions
• Two types of UEwhQs: both may be exemplified in Germnan (cf., (1)); only one of them
may be represented in English (cf., (2))
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(1) a. Was-Integrated Parenthetical (was-ip)
Wo
where
wohnt
lives
er
he
jetzt,
now
was
what
glaubst
believe
du?
you
“Where do you think he lives now?” (Reis 2000: 359, (3))
b. Verb-initial Integrated Parenthetical (vip)
Wo
where
wohnt
lives
er
he
jetzt,
now
glaubst
believe
du?
you
“Where does he live now, do you think?” (Reis 2000: 359, (2))
(2) Wh-slifting
Where does he live now, do you think?
• The picture as is: wh-IPs and wh-slifting: both have been compared to typical wh-scope
marking constructions of the German/Hindi kind, but have been treated independently
to each other (e.g., Kayne 1998; Reis 2000, 2002; Lahiri 2002; Haddican et al. 2014; Stepanov
and Stateva 2016; for wh-scope marking, see, e.g., van Riemsdijk 1982; McDaniel 1989;
Dayal 1994, as well as, the collection of papers in Lutz et al. 2000).1
• The picture as it should be: wh-IPs and wh-slifting have the same empirical profile, with
wh-slifting reducing to VIPs (or vice versa). Two major properties describe the relation
between the two clauses, summarized in (3). “Main” clause stands for the wh-clause, or
for any other clause that may substitute for it, in a way that will become more precise
shortly. “Parenthetical” clause is a surrogate term for the was-/V1-clause in wh-IPs, and
the yes/no-clause in wh-slifting.2
(3) a. Depending on the type of the main and the parenthetical clause, the linear order
between the two clauses follows predictable patterns (section 2.1).
b. The parenthetical clause is semantically and prosodically impoverished to a pre-
dictable extent, while the main clause becomes prominent (sections 2.2 and 2.3).
2.1 Distribution
• One type of UEwhQ admits three possible surface linear arrangements, only two of which
are featured in the other type.
• Was-IPs allow three possible orders, which I descriptively label in (4).
(4) a. Initial
Wohin
where-to
ist
is
er
he
gegangen,
gone
was
what
glaubst
believe
du?
you
1Stepanov and Stateva (2016: 25) do raise the possibility that was-IPs, like (1a) in the text, are comparable
to wh-slifting, but do not provide any detailed, let alone unified, treatment.
2I adopt these terms from Reis (2000, 2002), and Haddican et al. (2014).
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“Where do you believe did he go?” (Reis 2000: 364, (15a))
b. Split
Wohin
where-to
was
what
glaubst
believe
du,
you
ist
is
er
he
gegangen?
gone
“Where do you believe did he go?” (Reis 2000: 364, (15b))
c. Final
Was
what
glaubst
believe
du,
you
wohin
where-to
ist
is
er
he
gegangen?
gone
“Where do you believe did he go?” (Reis 2000: 364, (15c))
– Initial: the main clause precedes the parenthetical clause (cf., (4a)).
– Split: the wh-element introducing the main clause precedes the parenthetical, and the
rest of the main clause follows it (cf., (4b)).
– Final: the main clause follows the parenthetical clause (cf., (4c)).
• VIPs allow only two of these arrangements: initial and split, (cf., (5a) and (5b) respec-
tively), while final is ungrammatical (cf., (5c)).
(5) a. Initial
Wo
where
wohnt
lives
er
he
jetzt,
now,
glaubst
believe
du?
you
“Where does he live now, do you think?
b. Split
Wo
where
glaubst
believe
du,
you
wohnt
lives
er
he
jetzt?
now
“Where do you think he lives now?”
(Reis 2000: 359, (2))
c. Final
*Glaubst
believe
du,
you
wo
where
wohnt
lives
er
he
jetzt?
now
“*Do you think, where does he leave now?”
(Falco Pfalzgraf, personal communication 24 November 2016)
• Wh-slifting patterns with VIPs.
(6) a. initial
When on earth will the children come back, do you think?
b. split
When on earth do you think will the children come back?
(fashioned on Haddican et al.’s 2014: 99, (82))
c. final
*Do you think, when on earth will the children come back?
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2.2 Interpretation
• The parenthetical clause undergoes a reduction in meaning.
• Was-IPs are degraded when the subject of the parenthetical clause is other than second
person (cf., (7a)), while third person is not impossible (cf., (7b)) (the same is true with the
corresponding VIPs).
(7) a. Wohin
where-to
ist
is
er
he
gegangen,
gone
was
what
glaubst
believes
sie?
she
“Where does she think did he go?”
b. ?An
on
wen,
whom
was
what
würde
would
sie
she
sagen,
say
wird
will
Karl
Karl
sich
himself
wenden?
turn
“Who would she say that Karl will turn to?”
(Reis 2000: fn. 11, (i))
• Likewise, for wh-slifting, the presence of a third person subject is marginal (at best).
(8) a. Who did John see, do you think?
b. ?? (Lahiri 2002: 506, (23))Who did John see does Bill believe?
c. ?? (Haddican et al. 2014: 91, (31))How old is she do the judges suppose?
• The predicate of the parenthetical clause must be able to select [−wh] complements.3
(9) a. Was-ip
*Wohin
where-to
ist
is
er
he
gegangen,
gone
was
what
fragst
ask
du?
you
“Where do you ask did he go?”
b. vip
*Wo
where
wohnt
lives
er
he
jetzt,
now,
fragst
ask
du?
you
“Where does he live now, do you ask?
c. Wh-slifting
*When on earth will the children come back, do you ask?
• Yet, not all proposition-selecting predicates are acceptable.
(10) a. preference predicate
*Was
what
ist
is
besser,
better
wohin
where-to
geht
goes
er
he
zu
on
Fuß?
foot
“What is better, where does he go to on foot?” (Reis 2002: 10, (17a))
3Grateful to Falco Pfalzgraf for providing me with the German data (personal communication, October
14, 2016). I represent only the initial order, but the same is true for the rest of the configurations.
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b. (strong) factive predicate
*Was
what
bedauerte
regretted
sie,
she
wohin
where-to
ging
went
hans?
Hans
“What did she regret, where did Hans go to?” (Reis 2002: 10, (18a))
c. negative predicate
*Was
what
glaubt
believes
keiner,
nobody
mit
to
wem
whom
ist
is
sie
she
verheiratet?
married
“What does nobody believe, to whom is she married?” (Reis 2002: 10, (19a))
• The same is true with wh-slifting.4
(11) How old is she,
a. do you think/suppose/believe/expect/guess/imagine/figure/predict/reckon.
b. did you say/*insist/*declare/*maintain/*promise/*mutter/*shout.
c. *do you hope
d. ?does it seem/appear.
e. * is it obvious/clear/possible/likely/evident.
f. *do you realize/regret/admit/don’t you deny/have you discovered?
(Haddican et al. 2014: 95, (58))
• The meaning of was-IPs depends on the meaning of the main clause: the presence of
the was-clause does not necessitate a wh-interrogative interpretation, independently of
the corresponding linear arrangement.5 Crucially, unlike (4b), where the main clause
is a wh-clause, the split order in (12b), where the main clause is a yes/no-clause, is
ungrammatical.6
(12) a. Initial
?Wird
will
er
he
morgen
tomorrow
kommen,
come
was
what
glaubst
believe
du?
you
b. Split
??Wird
will
er
he
was
what
glaubst
believe
du,
you
morgen
tomorrow
kommen?
come
4Comparing the two lists that Reis (2000, 2002) and Haddican et al. (2014) consider, it appears that the set
of predicates that support UEwhQs includes all the “weak assertives” of Hooper (1975) (e.g., think, believe,
imagine), and some of the “strong assertives” (e.g., predict, say), but excludes “(non)negative nonassertives”
(e.g., be (un)likely, be (im)possible), and (semi)factives (e.g., find out, regret).
5This sharply contrasts with typical wh-scope marking constructions, where a combination of a was-
clause with a whether-clause leads to an ungrammatical result; see Reis (2000: 374, (46)) for an example.
6Hans van de Koot (personal communication, November 2, 2016) reports that the Dutch counterpart of
(12b) is totally out, but judgements with respect to the German example are not clear. Specifically, Reis
(2000: 364) assigns to (12b), in the text, one “?”, but Reis (2002: 7, (12b´´)) two “??”, which I maintain here.
Falco Pfalzgraf judges (12b) as ungrammatical (personal communication, 24 November 2016).
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c. Final
Was
what
glaubst
believe
du,
you
wird
will
er
he
morgen
tomorrow
kommen?
come
a.–c. “Will he come tomorrow, do yo think?”
(Reis 2000: 364, (16))
• A similar set of observations extends to wh-slifting (and VIPs; Reis 2000, 2002): the main
clause determines the meaning of the construction.7
(13) a. Do extraterrestrials exist, do you think? (modelled on Ross’s 1973: 149, (46a))
b. Is Raul coming, do you think? (Haddican et al. 2014: 87, (3))
• If the the main clause is a yes/no-clause, the split order is illicit.
(14) split
a. *Do, do you think, extraterrestrials exist?
b. *Is, do you think, Raul coming?
2.3 Prosody
• The semantic reduction of the parenthetical clause corresponds to a reduction in melody.
• Unlike in typical wh-scope marking in (15a), the main accent of the whole clause falls
on CP-2. Yet, CP-1 is prosodically integrated with CP-2, unlike the sequential wh-scope
question in (15b), where there is an explicit intonation break between the two clauses.
(15) a. Wh-scope marking
Was
what
glaubst
believe
du,
you
wo
where
er
he
jetzt
now
wohnt?
lives
“Where do you believe that he lives now? (Reis 2000: 359, (1))
b. Sequential wh-question
Was
what
glaubst
believe
du
you
(\): Wann
when
ist
is
Goethe
Goethe
geboren?
born
“What is your guess: What’s Goethe’s birthday?”
(modelled on Reis’s 2000: 361, (6c))
• Likewise, Haddican et al. (2014) observe that, in wh-slifting, the wh-clause carries the
main stress, while the parenthetical clause must be defocussed.
7Yes/no-interrogative slifting (Ross 1973) and wh-slifting appear to behave differently in a number of
respects. In what follows, I put interrogative slifting aside, and restrict attention to wh-IPs, with a wh- or
yes/no-question reading, and wh-slifting (with a wh-question reading).
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(16) Sequential wh-question:
What do you think? Who will Mary see? (Dayal 2000: 171, (27b))
(16) is similar to (15b), in that both feature two prosodically distinct clauses.
• Linear ordering, semantic reduction, and prosodic integration, convey a straightforward
structural implication: the main and the parenthetical clause do not form dissociated
structural units, but belong to the same hierarchical line of projections. This suggests
some amount of dependency between the two clauses.
• Yet, this implication appears to hit upon two sets of morphosyntactic evidence, each
pointing at two forms of independency.
– One form of independency faces the inside, as it concerns the relation between the two
clauses: Subject-Auxiliary Inversion (SAI) is obligatory in both clauses.
(17) a. *How old she is, do you think?
b. *How old is she, you think?
(modelled on Haddican et al.’s 2014: 90, (24) & (25) respectively)
– The other form of independency faces the outside, as it concerns the relation of the
entire construction with the superordinate structure: UEwhQs may not be embedded.8
(18) *I wonder how old is she (do) you think. (Haddican et al. 2014: 91, (27))
• Summing up:
– Patterns of linearization: a wh-clause may precede the parenthetical clause either as
a whole or in part, but a yes/no-clause may do so solely as a whole. Precedence is
optional in the case of was-parentheticals (was-IPs), but obligatory in the case of V1
(VIPs) and yes/no-parentheticals (wh-slifting).
– Semantic reduction & Prosodic integration: one clause becomes “parenthetical”, in that
it undergoes a semantic and prosodic impoverishment, and is integrated into the other
clause, which becomes the “main” clause, in that it is semantically and prosodically
prominent.
– Two forms of independency: root-properties are obligatorily associated with each
clause (SAI), and the entire construction (ungrammaticality of embedding).
3 Embedding Unselected wh-Questions
• Background assumption: An initially promising unified approach to UEwhQs is to re-
duce them to wh-scope marking, because both wh-IPs and wh-slifting are comparable
to typical wh-scope marking constructions of the German/Hindi sort (Kayne 1998; Lahiri
8Ungrammaticality in embedded contexts is an additional fact that sharply distinguishes UEwhQs from
typical wh-scope marking constructions, which may be embedded under wonder-type predicates; see, e.g.,
Lutz et al. (2000).
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2002; Reis 2000, 2002; Stepanov and Stateva 2016), despite argumentation for the opposite
direction vis-à-vis wh-slifting (Haddican et al. 2014).
• Proposal: UEwhQs employ a wh-scope marking strategy that extends the range of the
available wh-scope marking representations in a way that the theory predicts. This strat-
egy, coupled with a number of independently motivated assumptions, elegantly derives
the various properties of UEwhQs, considered in section 2, among others to be discussed.
• Traditionally, there have been two major approaches to wh-scope marking.
– Direct Dependency Approach (DDA) (tailored to German, and originally proposed by
van Riemsdijk 1982, or even earlier by H.-T. Tappe, as Reis 2000: 376, 17f points out):
the LF of long-distance wh-movement (cf., (19a,b)) patterns with the LF of German
wh-scope marking (cf., (19c,d)) (also McDaniel 1989).
(19) a. Mit
with
wem
whom
glaubt
thinks
Karl
Karl
daß
that
Maria
Maria
gesprochen
spoken
hat?
has
“Who does Karl think Maria has spoken to?” (Dayal 2000: 158, (1a))
b. CP-1
Spec C ′
C0 IP
DP VP
V CP-2
Spec C ′
C0 IP
DP VP
PP V
gesprochen hat
spoken has
Mit wemi
with whom
glaubtj
thinks
Karl
Karl
tj
daß
that
Maria
Maria
ti
timovement
movement
(Dayal 2000: 159, (4a))
c. Was
what
glaubt
thinks
Karl
Karl
mit
with
wem
whom
Maria
Maria
gesprochen
spoken
hat?
has
“Who does Karl think Maria has spoken to?” (Dayal 2000: 158, (1b))
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d. CP-1
Spec C ′
C0 IP
DP VP
V CP-2
Spec C ′
C0 IP
DP VP
PP V
gesprochen hat
spoken has
Wasi
glaubtj
thinks
Karl
Karl
tj
daß
that
Maria
Maria
Mit wemi
with whom
timovement
coindexing
(modelled on Dayal’s 2000: 158, (1b))
– Indirect Dependency Approach (IDA) (developed by Dayal 1994): Hindi wh-scope
marking does not resemble long-distance wh-movement (Hindi does not form long-
distance wh-dependencies), but clausal complementation structures. A clausal comple-
ment in Hindi alters the default SOV order to SVO by adjoining to the right of the
selecting verb, while the preverbal position is occupied by a pronominal element (see
Dayal 1994 for details).
(20) a. Jaun
John
kyaa
what
soctaa hai
think-pr
ki
that
merii
Mary
kis-se
who-ins
baat
talk
karegii?
do-f
“Who does John think Mary will talk to?” (Dayal 2000: 160, (5a))
b. CP-1
CP-1 CP-2i
Spec IP
DP VP
DP V
baat karegii
talk do-f
Spec IP
DP VP
DPi V
soctaa hai
think-pr
kyaai
what
ti
kis-sej
who-ins
merii
Mary
tj
jaun
John
LF-movement
LF-movement (Dayal 2000: 161, (8))
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– Dayal (2000): the semantics of wh-scope marking is universal, but its syntax is not,
because there are various sites that CP-2 may adjoin to CP-1. For instance, apart from
the “juxtaposed” schema in (20b), CP-2 may either adjoin to IP or be the complement
of VP (in which case, the marker is base-generated in [SpecCP-1]), yielding indirect
syntactic subordination or direct subordination structures respectively. IDA then may
subsume the subordination strategy of DDA.
– For IDA, the semantics of a wh-scope marker with CP-2 parallels the semantics of a
determiner with a common noun: the wh-scope marker, qua determiner, is an operator
that ranges over a set of propositions, while CP-2, qua common noun, is the restrictor
of the operator, discharging this set of propositions.
– The wh-scope marking theory (mainly IDA) raises the possibility of a subordination
strategy where the argument of the verb in CP-1 is the constituent that D forms with
CP-2, not just in the semantics, but in the syntax proper. In other words, a subordina-
tion strategy where the [[D CP-2]] denotation maps transparently to a [D CP-2] syntax.
– This is precisely the strategy I propose shapes the wh-scope marking core of UEwhQs.
Some properties of UEwhQs derive from this strategy straightforwardly, while others
arise when this wh-scope marking nucleus is combined with a couple of independently
motivated functional layers.
– In what follows, I elaborate on both the wh-scope marking strategy and the additional
layers gradually: first, I motivate them in the context of was-IPs (section 3.1), while wh-
slifting enters the discussion at the end (section 3.2). Since wh-slifting reduces to VIPs
(section 2), I do not consider the latter separately, as everything I say about wh-slifting
extends to VIPs as well.
3.1 Was-integrated parentheticals
• The was-clause and the wh-clause belong to the same line of projections (section 2), be-
cause the latter (CP-1) is subordinate to the former (CP-1), as in (21).
(21) a. Was
what
glaubst
believe
du,
you
wohin
where-to
ist
is
er
he
gegangen?
gone
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b. CP-1
Wasl C
glaubstj TP
du T
tj vP
tk v/V
tj DP
tl D
[−wh] CP-2
wohin ist er gegangen
3.1.1 Extending the wh-scope marking nucleus
• The semantic reduction of CP-1 to a “parenthetical” clause (section 2.2) is due to MoodE-
vid that projects in-between C and T, and restricts the subject-predicate distribution (a la
Rooryck 2001a,b; see Haddican et al. 2014 for a different execution vis-à-vis wh-slifting).
(22) CP-1
Wasl C
glaubstj MoodEvidP
duk MoodEvid
tj TP
tk T
tj vP
tk v/V
tj DP
tl D
[−wh] CP-2
wohin ist er gegangen
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• The was-marker does not necessitate a wh-interrogative reading (section 2.2) because of
the parenthetical status that MoodEvid assigns to CP-1. Clause typing comes from CP-2,
which agrees with the Force of CP-1 (Cheng 1991; Chomsky 1995; Rizzi 1997). CP-1 is
prosodically integrated with CP-2, which, despite being embedded, acquires the “main”
question-melody of the entire construction.
(23) ForceP
[uforce] CP-1
Wasl C
glaubstj MoodEvidP
duk MoodEvid
tj TP
tk T
tj vP
tk v/V
tj DP
tl D
[−wh] CP-2
wohin ist er gegangen
agree
• The internal independency effect between CP-1 and CP-2, despite prosodic and semantic
integration (section 2.3), is due to the D-layer: D functionally selects CP-2, and “hides” it
from being lexically selected by the verb in CP-1; hence, SAI in CP-2 (Kayne 1982, 1983;
Rivero 1978, 1980; den Besten 1983; Rizzi and Roberts 1989; van Craenenbroeck 2004;
McCloskey 2006).
• The external independency effect evidenced by the ungrammaticality of embedding (sec-
tion 2.3) comes from a Speech Act Operator: SpActOp projects at a distinct layer on top
of the entire construction, encodes illocutionary force, agrees with Force, and turns the
clause to a speech act (Austin 1962; Haddican et al. 2014). Consider (24), where [quest]
and [int] ensure compatibility between “question” force and “interrogative” type, while
[uforce] of SpActOp is valued by [uforce] of Force, after the latter is valued by (the
Force of) CP-2.
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(24) SpActP
Op[uforce
quest
]
ForceP
[uforce
Int
]
CP-1
Wasl C
glaubstj MoodEvidP
duk MoodEvid
tj TP
tk T
tj vP
tk v/V
tj DP
tl D
[−wh] CP-2
wohin ist er gegangen
agree
agree
3.1.2 Reducing linear (re)ordering to structural (re)arrangement
• Force comes with an optional EPP feature: this reduces linear reorderings to optional wh-
movement, which is optionally followed by clausal pied-piping (the latter is parasitic on
wh-movement).9 So, (24) represents the final order, while (25a) and (25b) demonstrate
the initial and split arrangements respectively.
9That wh-movement may optionally be triggered, depending on the availability of a relevant triggering
feature on C, has been proposed by various sources, on grounds independent to wh-scope marking; see,
Denham (2000) for an early proposal, and Vlachos (2012, 2014) for an overview of the relevant approaches.
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(25) a. SpActP
Op[uforce
quest
]
ForceP
CP-2i
Force


uforce
int
epp


CP-1
wasl C
glaubstj MoodEvidP
duk MoodEvid
tj TP
tk T
tj vP
tk v/V
tj DP
tl D
[−wh] ti
Wohin ist er gegangen
m
ovem
ent w
ith
pied-piping
agree
b. SpActP
Op[uforce
quest
]
ForceP
Wohini Force

uforce
int
epp

 CP-1
wasl C
glaubstj MoodEvidP
duk MoodEvid
tj TP
tk T
tj vP
tk v/V
tj DP
tl D
[−wh] CP-2
ti ist er gegangen
m
ovem
ent w
ithout pied-piping
agree
• By capturing linear rearrangement in terms of (long-distance) movement (from CP-2 to
ForceP), we predict the following: the type of movement permitted by the grammar
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restricts the set of the available linear orders. This prediction is borne out in the case
of (25) as follows: the initial and split orders are available because long-distance wh-
movement is grammatical. On the same reasoning, the final order (cf., (24)) is available
because it does not assume a potentially offending (long-distance) movement operation.
• This prediction is also borne out in case CP-2 is a yes/no-question (cf., (12)): the initial
order (cf., (26a)) is grammatical due to clausal movement, the final order (cf., (26b)) is
licit by default (like (24)), while the split order (26c) is ungrammatical because there is
no long-distance head-movement (unlike long-distance wh-movement in (25)).10
(26) a. initial: SpActP
Op[uforce
quest
]
ForceP
CP-2i
Force


uforce
int
epp


CP-1
wasl C
glaubstj MoodEvidP
duk MoodEvid
tj TP
tk T
tj vP
tk v/V
tj DP
tl D
[−wh] ti
Wird er morgen kommen
✔
m
ovem
ent
agree
10If there is head-movement at all; see Adger (2013).
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b. final: SpActP
Op[uforce
quest
]
ForceP
[uforce
Int
]
CP-1
Wasl C
glaubstj MoodEvidP
duk MoodEvid
tj TP
tk T
tj vP
tk v/V
tj DP
tl D
[−wh] CP-2
wird er morgen kommen
✔ agree
agree
c. ??split: SpActP
Op[uforce
quest
]
ForceP
Wird er Force


uforce
int
epp

 CP-1
wasl C
glaubstj MoodEvidP
duk MoodEvid
tj TP
tk T
tj vP
tk v/V
tj DP
tl D
[−wh] CP-2
t[wird er] morgen kommen
✗
m
ovem
ent
agree
• In the next section, I extend the present system to wh-slifting, where I focus on the aspects
of the proposed analysis that have not been elaborated in the context of was-IPs.
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3.2 Wh-slifting
• Recall from section 2.1 that, unlike wh-IPs, in wh-slifting, only the initial and split
orders are grammatical, while the final one is not. In current terms, this means that
wh-movement is obligatory, and is optionally followed by clausal pied-piping.
• Proposal: wh-slifting lacks a wh-scope marker. This is what distinguishes between the
two types of UEwhQs: was-IPs feature a wh-scope marker, but wh-slifting does not. Ab-
sence of a wh-scope marker renders wh-movement obligatory, yielding a structure like
(27b), for the wh-slifting question in (27a).
(27) a. Who did Mary meet, do you think?
b. SpActP
Op[uforce
quest
]
ForceP
[
uforce
int
]
CP-1
DPi C
dok MoodEvidP
youl MoodEvid
tk TP
tl T
tk vP
tl v/V
think ti
Whoj D
[−wh] CP-2
tj did Mary meet
movement with pied-piping
agree
agree
• The split order is derived as in (28b) (which corresponds to (28a)).
(28) a. Who, do you think, did Mary meet?
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b. SpActP
Op[uforce
quest
]
ForceP
[
uforce
int
]
CP-1
Whoi C
dok MoodEvidP
youj MoodEvid
tk TP
tj T
tk vP
tj v/V
think DP
ti D
[−wh] CP-2
ti did Mary meet
m
ovem
ent without pied-piping
agree
agree
• Despite the well-established ban on extraction out of DPs (see Rizzi 1982 for an early
discussion), wh-movement out of the DP is licit in (28b) because:
– (i) D is indefinite, and the standard observation is that only definite DPs obstruct wh-
movement.
– (ii) wh-movement is not “out” but “through” the DP, in that D provides an “escape
hatch” to wh-movement (in the spirit of Chomsky 1977).
– If this reasoning is on the right track, then, wh-slifting consists of yet another—not
considered so far—variant of the subordinate strategy: in the absence of a wh-scope
marker to externally merge with D, a wh-element internally merges with D (assuming
Chomsky’s 2000, et seq., “duality of Merge” (hypo)thesis).
• In both (27b) and (28b), Force may come with an EPP feature, as in was-IPs. If so, it is
easy to imagine the relevant structures:
– For (27b), EPP on Force means that who moves to [SpecForceP], either pied-piping
CP-2, or leaving it “in situ”, that is, in [SpecCP-1].
– For (28b), EPP on Force means that who surfaces in [SpecForceP], leaving CP-2 literally
in situ, i.e., below D.
– Crucially, despite the number of alternative derivations, there is no over-generation, as
the ilicit structures are correctly ruled out.
19 | Christos Vlachos @QMUL
• By tailoring UEwhQs to the subordination strategy of wh-scope marking and parentheti-
cal constructions, the present system has two further empirical consequences re binding
and extraposition (section 3.2.1), which I explore in the context of wh-slifting.11
3.2.1 Exploring further consequences
• Wh-slifting yields contrasting types of binding effects.12
(29) Type A bleeds both principles A and C
a. */?Which picture of himselfi was downloaded most did hei think?
(Haddican et al. 2014: 93, (50))
b. What did Johni buy did hei say? (Haddican et al. 2014: 90, (22))
11There is a third empirical prediction of the current analysis about which I wish to remain currently
agnostic. This has to do with the comparison among the constructions represented in (i).
(i) a. UEwhQ
*Who (don’t you think/do you not think) will come (don’t you think/do you not think)?
(modelled on Haddican et al.’s 2014: 89, (19b))
b. Wh-scope marking
*Was
what
glaubst
think
du
you
nicht,
not
mit
with
wem
whom
Maria
Maria
gesprochen
spoken
hat?
has
(Dayal 1994: 145, (14b))“Who don’t you think Maria has spoken to?”
c. clausal pied-piping
*Sein
who
jun
gone
danik,
has
es
not
tau
has
esan
said
Mirenk?
Miren.e
(fashioned on Arregi’s 2003: 135, (41a))“Who didn’t Miren say left?”
d. parenthetical
(Hooper 1975: 95, (17))*He want’s to hire a woman, he doesn’t say.
e. long-distance wh-movement
Who don’t you/do you not think will come?
Generalizing on Rizzi’s (1992) initial observation on the differences between wh-scope marking and long-
distance wh-movement, we may articulate the empirical import of (i) as follows: a negative operator that
surfaces in the CP-1 (in current terminology) of UEwhQs (cf., (ia)), wh-scope marking (cf., (ib)), clausal pied-
piping (cf., (ic)), and parenthetical constructions (cf., (id)), leads to ungrammaticality. This contrasts sharply
with the relevant grammaticality of long-distance wh-movement (cf., (ie)). By and large, the literature on
this subject has explored two analytical directions: a syntactically-driven approach tailors the relevant
ungrammaticality to LF, phrased as either illegal LF-raising out of a negative island (see Beck and Berman
2000), or illicit LF-lowering over a Negative operator (see Arregi 2003). A competing view draws from both
semantics and pragmatics, to the exclusion of syntax (see, e.g., Hooper 1975, and Dayal 1994). Considering
the ungrammaticality of UEwhQs within this setting, the current approach leaves both analytical directions
open: from a syntactically-oriented perspective, UEwhQs would be compared to wh-scope marking, while
from a semantic/pragmatic view, they should come closer to parenthetical constructions (see Haddican
et al. 2014, for an example of the latter treatment). Yet, the ideal solution would reduce the relevant
ungrammaticality to a single factor, which would group (ia–d) together, drawing a sharp distinction with
the grammatical (ie).
126 native speakers of English that I have consulted—2 of whom are naive in linguistics—had no trouble
in yielding type B effects.
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(30) Type B meets both principles A and C
a. Which picture of himselfi was downloaded most does hei think?
b. *What did Johni buy, did hei say?
– Type A: CP-1 must not c-command CP-2 at any point in the derivation. Lack of the
relevant c-command explains the ungrammaticality of (29a), as the reflexive himself
remains illegally unbound, and the grammaticality of (29b), as the proper name John
is free (on binding, see Chomsky 1981; on c-command, see Collins and Stabler 2016).
– Type B: CP-1 must c-command CP-2 at some point in the derivation. The relevant
c-command explains the grammaticality of (30a) and the ungrammaticality of (30b),
which sharply contrast with (29a) and (29b) respectively.
• Where does each type of binding effect come from? It derives from a distinct operation of
Merge associated with the DP-argument (see Chomsky 2000 on the “duality of Merge”).
– Internal Merge: type B effects arise from the subordination structure we have already
seen in (27b): the DP internallymerges in (aka, moves to) its non-argument (A ′-)position.
– External Merge: type A effects derive from the a structure like (31): the DP externally
merges in its A ′-position ((31) corresponds to (29b), but the same is true for (29a)).
(31) SpActP
Op[uforce
quest
]
ForceP
[
uforce
int
]
CP-1
DPi C
didk MoodEvidP
hel MoodEvid
tk TP
tl T
tk vP
tl v/V
say proi
Whatj D
[−wh] CP-2
tj did John buy
agree
agree
agree
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– Assuming the technical apparatus of Adger and Ramchand (2005), which recasts cer-
tain types of A ′-dependencies in terms of External Merge and Agree, (31) says that the
DP agrees with a null pro that occupies the DP’s argument (A-)position.13
– Nothing hinges on the particular implementation of (31), in the sense that, instead of a
null pro in narrow syntax, one may assume the insertion of a variable e directly in the
semantics, over which the DP λ-abstracts (Manzini and Roussou 2000).
– What is important for the purposes of the present discussion is that the subordination
strategy readily predicts both types of binding effects.
• What does each type of binding effect reflect?
– It might reflect two distinct dialects (or, varieties, for that matter):14 type A effects
correspond to the dialect documented by Haddican et al. (2014), while type B to the
one assumed by my English informants. Yet:
◦ If the current assumption that a distinct operation of Merge derives each type of
binding effects is on the right track, the two-dialect scenario would imply that either
operation of Merge may be barred from a certain grammar. This is counter-intuitive,
on the standard assumption that both Merge operations come free (see Chomsky
2013 for recent argumentation).
◦ The two-dialect scenario seems quite obscured under the likelihood that a single
speaker may accept both types of binding effects (which is, in fact, the case with
Douglas Saddy, personal communication, July 1, 2016).
– It reflects two distinct readings: In exploring the binding conditions of parenthetical
constructions, Reinhart (1983) argues for the partition in (32), where there are two
different readings, each yielding a distinct binding effect.
(32) a. Subject-oriented, quotative
(i) Hei would be late, Julesi said.
(ii) That picture of herselfi was bad, Julesi said.
(Rooryck 2001a: 128–129, (18a) & (23b))
b. Speaker-oriented, inferential/hearsay
(i) Julesi will be late, hei said.
(ii) *That picture of herselfi was bad, Julesi said, although it wasn’t.
(Rooryck 2001a: 128–129, (18b) & (24b))
– Subject-oriented: “quotative”, in the sense that they facilitate readings akin to Free In-
direct Speech. For example, in (32a–i), the 3rd person he stands in for a 1st person I,
giving rise to a reading that mimics direct speech by Jules, as in I will be late.
– Speaker-oriented: “hearsay” or “inference”. For instance, a parenthetical of the form he
said, as in (32b–i), favours a reading similar to I think or probably (Rooryck 2001a: 128).
13As in earlier executions, depending on the presence of EPP on Force, the wh-element may move to
[SpecForecP], optionally pied-piping CP-2 (not demonstrated here).
14Many thanks to Caroline Heycock (personal communication, September 9, 2016) for pointing me to
this possibility.
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– Each type of parenthetical yields radically different binding effects:
◦ (32a–i) is grammatical if he does not c-command Jules, at any point in the derivation,
while (32a–ii) is licit only if Jules c-commands the reflexive herself, at some point in
the derivation. In other words: subject-oriented parentheticals meet both conditions
A and C, and for this to happen, it has to be the case that CP-2 (in our terminology)
originates from a position below CP-1.
◦ (32b), which bleeds both conditions A and C: (32b-i) is grammatical on the assump-
tion that CP-2 does not merge in the complement position of said; the same as-
sumption extends to the ungrammaticality of (32b-i), where the reflexive remains
unbound.
– In order to address this contrast, Reinhart (1983) proposes that the two readings reflect
two distinct structures:
◦ a complementation treatment is suitable for (32a).
◦ an adjunction analysis is apt for (32b).
– Unlike Reinhart’s analysis, the present proposal that two distinct operations of Merge
derive each type of binding effect is couched in the same model: complementation.
– Two further observations support the conclusion that the two types of binding effects
reflect distinct readings:
◦ Reis (2000: 11–12) notes that wh-IPs assume both a subject- and a speaker-oriented
reading.
◦ Hans van de Koot (personal communication, November 2, 2016) reports that, in
Dutch, he accepts only type A binding effects seem to be acceptable, where both
principles A and C bleed. Unlike the two-dialect scenario, the two-reading one
raises the possibility that some speakers may not accept both readings.
• Wh-slifting allows for (PP-)extraposition from inside CP-2.
(33) a. What did John buy, did she say, in the store around the corner yesterday?
(Stepanov and Stateva 2016: 21, (43))
b. CP-1
CP-1 PP
in the store around the corner yesterdayDP C
did she say (tDP)What did John buy tPP
– Glossing over unnecessary details, (33b) says:
◦ the DP moves from its argument position to [SpecCP-1], from where the PP further
extraposes at the right of CP-1.
◦ I enclose the DP-trace within parentheses because DP-movement is not a prereq-
uisite for PP-extraposition, as the same effect can be obtained in case the DP is
base-generated in [SpecCP-1], as in (31).
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– A piece of corroborating reasoning that extraposition is the correct treatment for the
linear order in (33a):
◦ Herburger (1994) develops a variant of the subordination strategy to typical wh-
scope marking in German, similar to the one presently advocated for UEwhQs. In
current terms, Herburger’s variant says that the wh-scope marker forms a syntactic
constituent with CP-2. This constituent is the argument of the verb in CP-1, and
moves to [SpecCP-1], while CP-2 is extraposed at the right of CP-1, yielding the
desired linear arrangement (see Dayal 2000 and Lahiri 2002 for further discussions).
◦ Extraposition, then, is an operation that (the subordination variant of) the wh-scope
marking strategy explores, either as an integral part (as in Herburger’s analysis), or
as an additional option (as in the present system).
– While it is true that parsing (David Adger, personal communication, 9 September 2016)
and/or prosody (Stepanov and Stateva 2016: 21) may affect the acceptability of (33a)
(or, for that matter, that of the other linear arrangements we have examined), this paper
has gone to great lengths to reach a syntactically-oriented conclusion: the restrictions
that regulate these orderings are syntactic in nature.
4 Conclusions
• Summing up:
– A subordination model that extends the realm of the wh-scope marking strategies in a
predictable manner generates the two distinct types of UEwhQs: was-IPs (in German)
and wh-slifting (in English).
– In both constructions, an indefinite D-layer mediates the association of a propositional
attitude verb, which resides in CP-1, with an interrogative clause (CP-2).
– What distinguishes between the two types of constructions is the presence of a wh-
scope marker, in relation to the D-layer: was-IPs have a wh-scope marker that exter-
nally merges with D, while wh-slifting lacks a wh-scope marker, and the wh-element
introducing CP-2 needs to internally merge with D.
– This difference, in turn, gives the three possible arrangements of was-IPs, only two of
which are featured in wh-slifting.
– Crucially, the set of possible arrangements available to each type of UEwhQ is restricted
by the syntactic operations that the grammar allows.
– The functional properties of CP-1 result in its semantic and prosodic impoverishment:
CP-1 acquires a parenthetical status, and is semantically and prosodically integrated
with CP-2, which becomes a main clause, semantically and prosodically, despite being
syntactically embedded.
– The tight dependence between the two clauses is combined with a relative indepen-
dence, which derives from the presence of the D-layer that embeds CP-2, and a func-
tional layer that sits on top of CP-1.
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– This system has (at least) two further empirical consequences, relating to binding and
extraposition.
• Advantages of the proposed model:
– Theoretical: the subordination strategy fills in a long-standing gap in linguistic the-
orizing about the clausal complementation strategies that Universal Grammar makes
available: indefiniteness completes the set of possible properties associated with the
functional D-layer that may dominate a clausal complement, with the other two of
these properties being definiteness and polarity.
– Analytical: the current approach elegantly brings together an otherwise disparate set
of empirical data: semantic and prosodic effects arise from the properties of the func-
tional domain, whose hierarchical articulation predicts a number of linear reorder-
ings, triggered by standard structure-building operations (External/Internal Merge,
and Agree).
– Empirical: the subordination account unifies three wh-constructions, and places them
in a familiar, cross-linguistic, setting, which includes (at least) wh-scope marking,
clausal pied-piping, and parenthetical constructions.
– Metatheoretical: this analysis has the additional (and, perhaps, more important than
the above three) merit of being falsifiable: it is experimentally possible to test not only
the relevant empirical evidence that this analysis relies upon (i.e., linear ordering and
prosodic reduction), but also (some of) the empirical consequences that the analysis
leads to (i.e., binding effects).
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